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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-21 have been presented for examination. 

Priority 

2. Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 

U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d). The certified copy has been filed in parent Application No. 09/398,776, filed 
on 20 September 1999. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 16 March 2005 and 31 March 
2004 are in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the examiner has 
considered the information disclosure statement. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The term "substantially" in claims 17-21 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "substantially" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(b); see also In re 
Nehrenberg, 280 F.2d 161, 126 USPQ 383 (CCPA 1960). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 15, 16, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. As per claims 15, 16, and 21, merely claimed as a 
computer program representing a computer listing per se, that is, descriptions or expressions of 
such a program and that is, descriptive material per se 9 non-functional descriptive material, and 
is not statutory because it is not a physical "thing" nor a statutory process, as there are not "acts" 
being performed. Such claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional 
interrelationships between the computer program and other claimed aspects of the invention 
which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized. Since a computer program is 
merely a set of instructions capable of being executed by a computer, the program itself is not a 
process, without the computer-readable medium needed to realize the computer program's 
functionality. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer 
program defines structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and 
the medium which permit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and is thus 
statutory. Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760. In re Sarkar, 588 F.2d 1330, 
1333, 200 USPQ 132, 137 (CCPA 1978). See MPEP § 2106(IV)(B)(l)(a). 

8. Claims 15, 16, and 21 are directed to a computer program to be executed. This is 
construed as being capable of being executed, but not necessarily in the act of being executed. 
Since the program is not claimed as being executed or embodied on a computer-readable 
recording medium, it merely represents a computer listing per se. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 3-7, and 9-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,370,560 Bl to Robertazzi et al., hereinafter Robertazzi, in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 5,978,831 to Ahamed et al, hereinafter Ahamed. 

11. As per claim 1, Robertazzi teaches a decentralized control system, comprising: 

a plurality of processors (Figures la [blocks 105, 107, 109], lc [block 181], 5, 6, 8; 
column 2, lines 55-60; column 3, lines 55-60; column 5, lines 29-40); 

a plurality of devices controlled by said plurality of processors (column 5, lines 33-44); 

and, 

at least one information transmission path for communicating control of information 
between the plurality of processors and for communicating input/output information between 
said plurality of processors and the devices (Figures 1 [blocks 121, 123, 125], 3 [block 313]; 
column 5, line 62 to column 6, line 4; column 10, line 23-38); 

at least one of the plurality of processors comprising: 

processor detecting means for detecting a connection state of each of the plurality 

of processors with respect to the information transmission path, said connection state 

being represented by an ID of each of said processors (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 

205]; column 6, lines 44-46; column 8, lines 33-50); 
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program block assigning means for assigning, based on the detected connection 
state detected by said processor detecting means, a plurality of mutually concurrently 
executable program blocks to control the device to each of the plurality of processors, 
respectively, said assigning means dividing a program for controlling said devices into 
said mutually concurrently executable plurality of blocks, and said assigning means 
distributing said mutually concurrently executable plurality of blocks to said processors 
(Figures la & lb [block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 703, 705, 707, 
709]; column 2, lines 52-60; column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 1 1-14; column 6, line 
67 to column 7, line 23; column 8, lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, lines 
28-50); and 

a program storage means for storing a relevant one of the plurality of mutually 
concurrently executable program blocks at each of the plurality of processors, each of the 
plurality of processors executing the stored relevant program blocks, respectively (Figure 
la [block 1 1 1], lb [block 115]; column 5, lines 52-61). 
Wherein the plurality of devices is drawn to memory and other features found on common 
computer systems, as well as the proprietary software and hardware enhancements discussed in 
Robertazzi. Wherein the connection state is drawn to whether the processor is "busy" or 
"available." 

12. Robertazzi does not teach uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in 
accordance with an average number of execution steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 
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13. Ahamed discloses a method of distributing portions of a received task to individual 
processors in portions that are directly proportional in size to their operating rate, thereby 
performing their respective tasks in the same amount of time (Abstract, column 2, lines 15-29), 
which is drawn to the Applicant's claimed assignment of processing loads based on an average 
processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in accordance with an average 
number of execution steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of 
program blocks, since Ahamed states at column 3, lines 46-49 that the aforementioned 
scheduling technique allows for the construction of very high-speed pipelined processors without 
the need to construct them from very high-cost, high-speed uniprocessor stages 

15. Regarding claim 3, Robertazzi teaches each of the plurality of processors detects by the 
processor detecting means thereof available processors connected to the information 
transmission path and assigns by the program assigning means thereof processing of the program 
blocks respectively to the plurality of processors (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 205]; column 
6, lines 44-46; column 8, lines 33-50). 

16. Regarding claim 4, Robertazzi teaches either one of the plurality of processors generates 
by the program block assigning means an allocation table in which the program blocks are 
subdivided into several groups to be respectively assigned to the plurality of processors to 
possibly uniformly assign a processing load to the processors in accordance with an average 
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number of steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plural program blocks 
and sends the table to each of the plurality of processors together with all the program blocks 
(column 6, lines 11-14; column 6, lines 39-65). Robertazzi and Ahamed do not teach sending 
the table to each of the plurality of processors. Robertazzi does disclose making the table 
available to all of the processors via a central file server or a web site in column 6. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
transfer the table to the plurality of processors. One would be motivated to provide for this 
information in order to reallocate a task or load, as described in Figures 2b, 4, and 7. 

17. With regards to claim 5, Robertazzi teaches either one of the plurality of processors 
subdivides by the program block assigning means the program blocks into program block sets 
each including several ones of the program blocks and assigns the program block sets 
respectively to the plurality of processors to possibly uniformly assign a processing load to the 
processors in accordance with an average number of steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks and sends the program block sets respectively to 
the plurality of processors (Figures la & lb [block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 
703, 705, 707, 709]; column 2, lines 52-60; column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 1 1-14; 
column 6, line 67 to column 7, line 23; column 8, lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, 
lines 28-50). 

18. Regarding claim 6, Robertazzi teaches a means for generating, in accordance with 
connection states sent via the information transmission path from other processors, a list of 
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available processors connected to the information transmission path (Figures lc [block 183], 2a 
[block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; column 8 5 lines 33-50); 

means for multicasting via the information transmission path a connection state of its 
own processor with respect to the information transmission path, the means including the 
processor detecting means (column 6, lines 11-14; column 6, lines 39-65). Robertazzi does not 
teach multicasting processor availability. Robertazzi does disclose making processor availability 
available to all of the processors via a central file server or a web site in column 6. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
multicast the availability of the plurality of processors to all of the processors. One would be 
motivated to provide for this information in order to reallocate a task or load, as described in 
Figures 2b, 4, and 7. 

19. Regarding claim 7, Robertazzi teaches that either one of the plurality of processors 
detects by the processor detecting means, when the connection state of either one of said 
plurality of processors is changed in the decentralized control system or either one of the 
plurality of processors fails when the decentralized control system is in operation, available 
processors and assigns by the program block assigning means processing of the plural program 
. blocks to the available processors (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; 
column 8, lines 33-50). 



20. 



As per claim 9, Robertazzi teaches a decentralized control system network, comprising: 
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a plurality of processors (Figures la [blocks 105, 107, 109], lc [block 181], 5, 6, 8; 

column 2, lines 55-60; column 3, lines 55-60; column 5, lines 29-40); 

at least one device controlled by the plurality of processors (column 5, lines 33-44); and, 
at least one information transmission path for communicating control of information 

between the plural processors and for communicating input/output information between the 

plurality of processors and the device (Figures 1 [blocks 121, 123, 125], 3 [block 313]; column 5, 

line 62 to column 6, line 4; column 10, line 23 -3 8), wherein 
at least one of the plurality of processors includes: 

processor detecting means for detecting a connection state of each of the plurality 
of processors with respect to the information transmission path, the connection state 
showing which processors of said plurality of processors are connected for controlling the 
at least one device (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; 
column 8, lines 33-50); 

program block assigning means responsive to an output from the processor 
detecting means for assigning, based on the detected connection state from the processor 
detecting means, a plurality of mutually concurrently executable program blocks to 
control the device respectively to available ones of the plurality of processors (Figures la 
& lb [block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 703, 705, 707, 709]; column 2, 
lines 52-60; column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 11-14; column 6, line 67 to column 7, 
line 23; column 8, lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, lines 28-50); and 

a program storage means for storing a relevant one of the plurality of mutually 
concurrently executable program blocks at the respective available ones of the plurality 
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of processors, the respective available ones of the plurality of processors executing the 
stored relevant program block (Figure la [block 1 1 1], lb [block 115]; column 5, lines 52- 
61). 

2 1 . Robertazzi does not teach uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in 
accordance with an average number of execution steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

22. Ahamed discloses a method of distributing portions of a received task to individual 
processors in portions that are directly proportional in size to their operating rate, thereby 
performing their respective tasks in the same amount of time (Abstract, column 2, lines 15-29), 
which is drawn to the Applicant's claimed assignment of processing loads based on an average 
processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

23. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in accordance with an average 
number of execution steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of 
program blocks, since Ahamed states at column 3, lines 46-49 that the aforementioned 
scheduling technique allows for the construction of very high-speed pipelined processors without 
the need to construct them from very high-cost, high-speed uniprocessor stages 

24. Regarding claim 10, Robertazzi teaches each of the processors includes a state 
transmitting means for transmitting, in place of the processor detecting means, information 
indicative of whether or not its own processor is available in the system to the transmission path 
(column 8, lines 44-50). 
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25. As per claim 11, Robertazzi teaches an operation method for use with a decentralized 
control system network including a plurality of processors, a plurality of devices controlled by 
the plurality of processors, and at least one information transmission path for communicating 
control information between the plural processors and for communicating input/output 
information between the plurality of processors and the device, comprising: 

detecting by at least one of the plurality of processors a connection state of each of the 
plural processors with respect to the information transmission path, said connection state being 
represented by an ID of each of said processors and showing which processors of said plurality 
of processors are connected for controlling the plurality of devices (Figures lc [block 183], 2a 
[block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; column 8, lines 33-50); 

assigning, in response to a detection result from the processor detecting step, and based 
on the detected connection state, a plurality of mutually concurrently executable program blocks 
to control the device respectively to the plurality of processors, respectively (Figures la & lb 
[block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 703, 705, 707, 709]; column 2, lines 52-60; 
column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 1 1-14; column 6, line 67 to column 7, line 23; column 8, 
lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, lines 28-50), said assigning including: 

dividing a program for controlling said devices into said mutually concurrently 

executable plurality of blocks (column 2, lines 52-60; column 3, lines 55-66; column 4, 

lines 7-13); and, 

distributing the mutually concurrently executable program blocks to said devices 
to be controlled (column 2, lines 52-60; column 3, lines 55-66; column 4, lines 7-13); 
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storing the mutually concurrently executable program blocks in the available 
processors, respectively (Figure 3 [block 303]; column 10, lines 38-59). 
Wherein the plurality of devices is drawn to memory, resources, and other features found on 
common computer systems, as well as the proprietary software and hardware enhancements 
discussed in Robertazzi. Wherein the connection state is drawn to whether the processor is 
"busy" or "available." 

26. Robertazzi does not teach uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in 
accordance with an average number of execution steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

27. Ahamed discloses a method of distributing portions of a received task to individual 
processors in portions that are directly proportional in size to their operating rate, thereby 
performing their respective tasks in the same amount of time (Abstract, column 2, lines 15-29), 
which is drawn to the Applicant's claimed assignment of processing loads based on an average 
processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in accordance with an average 
number of execution steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of 
program blocks, since Ahamed states at column 3, lines 46-49 that the aforementioned 
scheduling technique allows for the construction of very high-speed pipelined processors without 
the need to construct them from very high-cost, high-speed uniprocessor stages 
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29. Regarding claim 12, Robertazzi teaches including in place of the processor detecting step 
of each of the processors, a step of transmitting to the transmission path an indication whether or 
not its own processor is available in the system (column 8, lines 44-50). 

30. As per claim 13, Robertazzi teaches a computer-readable recording media for storing 
thereon a program executable by a computer an operation method for use with a decentralized 
control system network including: 

a plurality of processors (Figures la [blocks 105, 107, 109], lc [block 181], 5, 6, 8; 
column 2, lines 55-60; column 3, lines 55-60; column 5, lines 29-40); 

at least one device controlled by the plurality of processors (column 5, lines 33-44); and, 

at least one information transmission path for communicating control of information 
between the plurality of processors and for communicating input/output information between the 
plurality of processors and the device (Figures 1 [blocks 121, 123, 125], 3 [block 313]; column 5, 
line 62 to column 6, line 4; column 10, line 23-38), the program comprising: 

detecting by at least one of the plural processors a connection state of each of the 
plurality of processors with respect to the information transmission path, the connection state 
showing which processors of said plurality of processors are connected for controlling the at 
least one device (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; column 8, lines 
33-50); and, 

assigning, in response to a'detection result from the processor detecting step, and based 
on the detected connection state, a plurality of mutually concurrently executable program blocks 
to control the device to available ones of the plurality of processors, respectively (Figures la & 
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lb [block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 703, 705, 707, 709]; column 2, lines 52- 
60; column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 1 1-14; column 6, line 67 to column 7, line 23; column 
8, lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, lines 28-50); 

storing the assigned mutually concurrently executable program blocks in the available 
processors, respectively (Figure 3 [block 303]; column 10, lines 38-59). Wherein the plurality of 
devices is drawn to memory and other features found on common computer systems, as well as 
the proprietary software and hardware enhancements discussed in Robertazzi. Wherein the 
connection state is drawn to whether the processor is "busy" or "available." 

3 1 . Robertazzi does not teach uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in 
accordance with an average number of execution steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

32. Ahamed discloses a method of distributing portions of a received task to individual 
processors in portions that are directly proportional in size to their operating rate, thereby 
performing their respective tasks in the same amount of time (Abstract, column 2, lines 15-29), 
which is drawn to the Applicant's claimed assignment of processing loads based on an average 
processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in accordance with an average 
number of execution steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of 
program blocks, since Ahamed states at column 3, lines 46-49 that the aforementioned 
scheduling technique allows for the construction of very high-speed pipelined processors without 
the need to construct them from very high-cost, high-speed uniprocessor stages 
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34. Regarding claim 14, Robertazzi teaches the program further including, in place of the 
detecting step, a step of transmitting to the transmission path an indication whether or not its own 
processor is available (column 8, lines 44-50). . 

35. As per claim 15, Robertazzi teaches for a decentralized control system network 
including: 

a plurality of processors (Figures la [blocks 105, 107, 109], lc [block 181], 5, 6, 8; 
column 2, lines 55-60; column 3, lines 55-60; column 5, lines 29-40); 

at least one device controlled by the plurality of processors (column 5, lines 33-44); and, 

at least one information transmission path for communicating control of information 
between the plurality of processors and for communicating input/output information between the 
plurality of processors and the device (Figures 1 [blocks 121, 123, 125], 3 [block 313]; column 5, 
line 62 to column 6, line 4; column 10, line 23-38), a program to be used by at least one of the 
plurality of processors executes the following steps of: 

detecting in at least one of the plurality of processors a connection state of each of the 
plurality of processors with respect to the information transmission path, the connection state 
showing which processors of said plurality of processors are connected for controlling the 
devices (Figures lc [block 183], 2a [block 205]; column 6, lines 44-46; column 8, lines 33-50); 

assigning, in response to a detection result from the processor detecting step, and based 
on the detected connection state, a plurality of mutually concurrently executable program blocks 
to control the device to available ones of the plural processors, respectively (Figures la & lb 
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[block 103], 2c [block 217], 4 [block 409], 7 [block 703, 705, 707, 709]; column 2, lines 52-60; 
column 5, lines 26-30; column 6, lines 11-14; column 6, line 67 to column 7, line 23; column 8, 
lines 44-60; column 12, lines 3-13; column 13, lines 28-50); 

storing the assigned mutually concurrently executable program blocks in the available 
processors, respectively (Figure 3 [block 303]; column 10, lines 38-59). Wherein the plurality of 
devices is drawn to memory and other features found on common computer systems, as well as 
the proprietary software and hardware enhancements discussed in Robertazzi. Wherein the 
connection state is drawn to whether the processor is "busy" or "available." 

36. Robertazzi does not teach uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in 
accordance with an average number of execution steps or an average processing time for one 
cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

37. Ahamed discloses a method of distributing portions of a received task to individual 
processors in portions that are directly proportional in size to their operating rate, thereby 
performing their respective tasks in the same amount of time (Abstract, column 2, lines 15-29), 
which is drawn to the Applicant's claimed assignment of processing loads based on an average 
processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of program blocks. 

38. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to uniformly assigning a processing load to processors in accordance with an average 
number of execution steps or an average processing time for one cycle of each of the plurality of 
program blocks, since Ahamed states at column 3, lines 46-49 that the aforementioned 
scheduling technique allows for the construction of very high-speed pipelined processors without 
the need to construct them from very high-cost, high-speed uniprocessor stages 
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39. Regarding claim 16, Robertazzi teaches in place of the detecting step of each of the 
processors, a step of transmitting to the transmission path an indication whether or not its own 
processor is available (column 8, lines 44-50). 

40. Regarding claims 17-21, Ahamed teaches wherein each of numbers of instructions of the 
mutually concurrently executable program blocks to be assigned to each of the processors are 
made substantially equal (column 3, lines 22-66, i.e. distributing data in portions that are directly 
proportional to the processors operating rate). 

41 . Claims 2 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Robertazzi in 
view of Ahamed as applied above, and further in view of United States Patent No. 5,592,671 to 
Hirayama, hereinafter Hirayama. 

42. Regarding claim 2, Robertazzi does not teach a particular processor selected in 
accordance with the priority level from available processors detected by the processor detecting 
means assigns by the program assigning means processing of the program blocks respectively to 
said plurality of processors; 

the plurality of processors are assigned with priority levels beforehand. 

43. Hirayama teaches a particular processor selected in accordance with the priority level 
from available processors detected by the processor detecting means assigns by the program 
assigning means processing of the program blocks respectively to said plurality of processors 
(Figures 1, 5, 8; column 3, lines 17-34; column 3, lines 43-57); 
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the plurality of processors are assigned with priority levels beforehand (column 3, lines 
27-30). Robertazzi suggests in column 5 that the plurality of processors rank differently amongst 
themselves, particularly amongst processing power and speed. Furthermore, Robertazzi 
discloses running the divisible task on slower machines, that will take longer and cost less or 
executing the divisible task on faster processors, costing more, but taking less time in columns 
10 and 11. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, with a 
working knowledge of Hirayama, at the time the invention was made to assign a priority level to 
each of the plurality of processors. 

44. Regarding claim 8, Robertazzi does not the information transmission path includes two 
channels, namely, a control information transmission path for communicating the control 
information and an input/output information transmission path to communicate the input/output 
information. 

45. Hirayama teaches the information transmission path includes two channels, namely, a 
control information transmission path for communicating the control information and an 
input/output information transmission path to communicate the input/output information (Figures 
5 [blocks 53, 520, 521, 522, 52n], 7 [blocks 73, 702, 712, 722, 7m2]; column 4, line 64 to 
column 5, line 9; column 6, line 54 to column 7, line 4). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have two channels, an I/O path and 
a control path, in the system of Saito. One would be motivated to include these multiple 
channels for redundancy purposes. In the case that a processor fails and control has to be 
transferred to another processor, the other processors can communicate without putting traffic on 
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the I/O path and disrupting that path. Likewise, if a processor fails, the information on the I/O 
path can just be forwarded to the appropriate processor without having to retransmit the 
information several times until it finds the appropriate processor. 

Conclusion 

46. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christian La Forgia whose telephone number is (571) 272-3792. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday 7-5. 

47. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (571) 272-3795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

48. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Christian LaForgia / /// / 

Patent Examiner / ttr — 
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